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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Although Erik Erikson has had a major theoretical impact on the discipUne of
psychology in clinical, developmental, and personality domains, his work has received
relatively little empirical attention. Erikson provided a model for thinking about the Ufe
cycle as a series of eight successive tasks, the mastery of which he considered mtegral
to the living of a satisfying Ufe. Erikson conceived of each task as comprising a
"crisis" whose successful resolution promoted the psychological development of the
individual and increased the likeUhood of the positive resolutions of subsequent
developmental crises. It is interesting to note that in Chinese, the character used for the
word "crisis" is also the word for "opportunity". In fact, Erikson understood the eight
developmental crises he outhned in much the same way, that is as opportunities for
growth and positive change. The universal sequence of psychosocial crises Erikson
outlined, their time of occurrence during the life cycle, and the virtues resulting from
their successful resolutions arc:
1. trust versus mistrust in early infancy resulting in hope if successfully
resolved;
2. autonomy versus shame and doubt in later infancy resulting in will if
successfully resolved;
3. initiative versus guilt in early childhood resulting in purpose if successfully
resolved;
4. industry versus inferiority in middle childhood, resulting in competence if
successfully resolved;
5. identity versus role confusion resulting in fidelity if successfully resolved;
6. intimacy versus isolation resulting in love if successfully resolved;
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7. generativity versus stagnation in middle adulthood resulting in care if
successfully resolved;
8. ego integrity versus despair resulting in wisdom if successfully resolved
(Erikson, 1964).
As evidenced by the model outlined above, Erikson provided a way of thinking
about the psychological growth of the individual beyond the years of infancy,
childhood and early adolescence. Indeed perhaps Erikson's greatest contribution to our
thinking has been to underscore the capacity for change and social maturation beyond
the first two decades of life. Recently, life-span developmental issues have been
receiving increasing attention in the psychological literature. But this is a curiously late
development given that for most of us, the greatest portions of our lives are spent in the
period defined as "adulthood", that is ages 20 to 65. In Erikson's edited volume
Adulthood (1978), Graubar writes:
All too litde thought is given to the ways in which (adults) differ from
one another or from children. Despite the growth of interest in the human life
cycle, we still know far too litde about the "stages" of adult Ufe...and
surprisingly litde about middle age...The archives for the study of adulthood
still wait to be created, (p. vii)
What Graubar wrote more than 10 years ago is still surprisingly applicable
today. While half a dozen longitudinal studies (such as Vaillant, 1976, 1977,1978)
have tracked samples of individuals across the vicissitudes of their lives, only a handful
of instruments have emerged designed to measure differential achievement of
psychosocial maturity in adults.
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What empirical study of Erikson's model has been undertaken, has thus far
been far from comprehensive. Interest in particular developmental stages has waxed
and waned with the times. For example, the "Identity versus Role Confusion" (Stage
5) and "Intimacy versus Isolation" (Stage 6) generated a flurry of interest in the 1960's
and 1970's respectively (for example, Whitboume & Waterman, 1979; Waterman &
Whitboume, 1981; Whitboume, Jelsma, & Waterman, 1982; Waterman, 1982a,
1982b; Tesch & Whitboume, 1983), perhaps mirroring the social concems of the day
.
It has only been within the past five years however, that any significant energy has
been devoted to the seventh stage in Erikson's schema, "Generativity versus
Stagnation" and it is the empirical investigation of this stage to which the current study
is devoted.
Empirical research on generativity as a major personality variable is important
for three reasons. First, philosophers and psychologists from Plato to Frankl have
argued that meaningful social contribution is at the heart of human strivings and is
necessary in order to achieve a sense that life is worthwhile. Second, the distribution
of benefits and responsibilities throughout society is predicated on beliefs about
generative behavior, such as the appropriate nurturing role of parents. From the
perspective of the clinician, frustrated generative needs may be related to such problems
as low self-esteem, depression and despair across the Ufe cycle. As the population
ages, these issues will become increasingly important. Generativity also has
implications for other life stages; prospectively, the formation of occupational and
familial identity anticipates future generative contributions, and retrospectively,
avoidance of despair in old age often depends on a sense of having generated
something that will outlive the self.
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The present study is fueled by the desire to explore the relationship between the
achievement of generativity and chronological age. This is a piece of a larger question
concerning the empirical validity of Erikson's epigenetic theory of development.
Although several other studies have investigated the degree to which the achievement of
psychosocial maturity is a function of chronological development for the first six stages
of Erikson's model (for example, Waterman and Whitboume, 1981, Waterman and
Whitboume, 1982), Ryff (1982), among others has underscored the paucity of
theoretically driven research in the study of psychological development and successful
aging, particularly as regards the final two stages of life as articulated in Erikson's
model of the life cycle.
Erikson's theory predicts that generativity as a psychosocial issue will gain
ascendance during the late middle years of adult life. Thus, it would expected that
increasing degrees of generativity are related to increasing chronological age. Previous
studies have investigated the relationship between the successful resolution of
individual psychosocial stages and aging regarding their differential resolution with
respect to gender, and sex role orientation. In keeping with this tradition, the present
study investigates the relationship between generativity and age, and explore the
differences between gender and sex role orientation as they impact on generative
achievement. Given the availability of longitudinal measures of generativity in this
study, an investigation of the effect of cohort (as opposed to age) on the degree of
successful resolution of the seventh stage is also been undertaken. Finally, the degree
to which individuals reflect increases in their generative capacities as they age, is
compared with the degree to which other Eriksonian psychosocial virtues are achieved
as individuals move through the lifespan.
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Rgvigw of the Literanire. on the Mp.a.i,T^ment of Henpr^pv^ty
Erikson defined generativity as the central stage of human Ufe, saying:
(Generativity) encompasses the evolutionary development which has
made man the teaching and instituting as weU as the learning animal...
Generativity, then, is primarily concerned in establishing and guiding the next
generation (Erikson,1950).
Generativity is a concept which is potentially very wide-ranging, encompassing
the nurturance, support, guidance, teaching, leading and promoting of the next
generation. Generativity implies the creation of life products and outcomes (including
works of art and science) which may benefit the larger social system and which reflect
the individual's commitment to the promotion and continuity of the next generation
(Van de Water & McAdams, 1987; Erikson, 1963; Kotre, 1984; McAdams, Ruetzel, &
Foley, 1986). "The main quality of generativity is a sense of concern over what
happens to the young and an attempt to try to make the world a better place for them".
(Whitboume, 1986). In contrast, stagnation, the other pole of the seventh stage crisis
"occurs when the individual turns toward the self or his age peers the energy that would
othenvise be directed toward the young. It is characterized by a lack of interest or
actual rejection of the younger generation along with a perceived lack of productivity or
pride in the past and present accomplishments" (Whitboume, 1986).
Generativity, then, refers to a diverse range of activities from the biological
conception of a child, through parenting, to the creation of books, art, literature or other
"cultural products" which may in some way enrich future generations. The generative
person "generates", produces or creates something or someone (such as a child) of
lasting significance, a legacy which oudives the generator (Kotre, 1984), Kotre's
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reading of Erikson invites us to think of generativity as something which spans the
entire range of ways that human beings can leave their imprint on the future, a breadth
of activities and so-caUed "by-products" which can range from the biological
conception of a chUd through creations which are as ephemeral and abstract as the
founding of a social movement (Kotre, 1984). It is because the range of activities,
products and endeavors which can be generatively motivated is so all-encompassing,
the empirical investigation of the generativity construct is particularly challenging. This
challenge has recently begun to be addressed by several investigators using a variety of
approaches.
In the study of psychosocial maturity, as in the study of so many other
dimensions of personality, a trade-off exists between the creation of reliable, internally
consistent measures which can be retested with relative ease, and measures which
attend to the nuances and complexities of individual personality organization, but which
demand qualitative inteipretation and which may be difficult to replicate. Where
generativity is concerned, a major challenge for researchers has been devising measures
sensitive enough to capture the varieties in the possible expression of generative
strivings, but robust enough to allow for inter-individual comparisons.
The question regarding the most illuminating yet parsimonious methodology for
the measure of a construct such as generativity echoes a long-standing debate within
psychology regarding the utility of making inferences about a construct on the basis of
explicit behaviors and verbal self-reports, as opposed to using more "depth-oriented"
approaches aimed at uncovering implicit, but perhaps inarticulable (and unconscious)
intentions (Rosentiial & Rosnow, 1984). Attempts thus far to measure individual
differences in generativity have made use of both approaches but have generally yielded
inconclusive results. These studies can be classified along three methodological lines:
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(1) "direct" measures of generativity using self-report, paper and pencil, Likert-
scaled items drawn from larger inventories purported to measure several (or all eight) of
the Eriksonian stages (for example, The Inventory of Psychosocial Development
(IPD), 1969; The Modified Eriksonian Psychosocial Inventory (MIPSI) 1988; Ochse
and Plug's (1986) inventory developed for the purposes of cross-cultural validation of
Eriksonian constructs.)
(2) indirect measure of the generativity construct via
a) the measurement of aspects of generativity such as creativity or
commitment as specified by Erikson in his writings (for example, Van de Water &
McAdams, 1987);
b) measures of constructs deemed to be theoretically related to generativity,
such as complexity and ego-development (McAdams, Ruetzel, & Foley, 1986), power
and intimacy motivations (McAdams, Ruetzel, & Foley, 1986), breadth of interest,
dominance, and innovation (Ryff & Migdal, 1984).
(3) the use of case studies, content analyzed for themes related to generativity
(Kotre, 1984; Ryff & Migdal, 1984; Viney & Tych, 1983).
1
.
Generativity measured using self-report instruments
The first operationalization and empirical test of Eriksonian constructs using a
standardized self-report measure, conducted by Gruen in 1964, also provided the fu-st
measures of generativity. Although Gruen's aim was to develop an overall measure of
psychosocial maturity rather than to specifically measure generativity, Gruen's study is
mentioned (together with others like it which have developed eight-scale inventories in
attempts to operationalize Erikson's model), because it provided a measure of
generativity embedded into a larger instrument.
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Gruen attempted to translate Erikson's eight stages into eight independent
dimensions of personality. Each dimension was conceived to represent the bipole
associated with each of the crises of development Erikson had posmlated. Inten^iews
were conducted and rated on a ten-point scale for each dimension. Gruen's sample
consisted of 108 men and women aged 40 to 65 representing lower, middle, and upper
socioeconomic classes. The raters, clinical graduate students in psychology, were
instructed to score the interviews for the degree to which the eight dimensions were
reflected in the sample. High and low points of the scale were defined to facilitate the
scoring procedure. For the generativity dimension, Gruen found correlations with the
previous six stages in increasing ascendancy (r= .42 for generativity correlated with
trust, r=.53 for generativity correlated with autonomy, and so on up to .71 for
generativity correlated with intimacy). For the scoring of generativity in particular,
Gruen's raters looked for evidence of "plans for the future requiring sustained
application and the utilization of skills and abilities" (Gruen, 1964). Raters also
scanned for a sense of the individual's "investment of energy and ideas into something
new" (Gruen, 1964). Other interview themes that were given high generativity scores
reflected the striving for a sense of continuity with future generations as well as
attempts at achieving immortality by directing efforts toward activities and products
that would leave memories and traces of an individual's life (Gruen, 1964). Gruen was
surprised by the lack of age effects he found, particularly for the last two stages
measured ("generativity versus stagnation" and "ego integrity versus despair").
While Gruen had found that the subscale score for the highest stage of
psychosocial maturity reached by an individual correlated positively with subscale
scores of previous stages, confirming the notion that the stages had been mastered in a
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specific sequence, the lack of age effects he found argued against the notion that the
resolution of specific crises corresponded to specific chronological ages.
Following Gruen's work, subsequent studies of Erikson's model of the life
cycle employing structured, multiple-item, easUy administrable inventories, restricted
their investigation to Erikson's first six stages of the life cycle. The 60-item Inventory
of Psychosocial Development (IPD), developed by Constantinople in 1969, became the
most popular instrument for use in the empirical vaUdation studies of Eriksonian theory
during the 1970's, but it too was Umited to items pertaining to the fu-st six stages of
development Erikson had postulated. Only in the next decade did a number of studies
emerge aimed at investigating the relationship between all eight stages.
An expanded version of the IPD (E-IPD), which included items to measure the
seventh and eighth Eriksonian stages, was created by Boylin and colleagues (Boylin,
Gordon, & Nehrke, 1976) for a study of reminiscence and ego integrity in
institutionalized males. This version of the IPD was used by Tesch (1985) in her
examination of the internal consistency and construct validity for each of the
instrument's eight subscales. Tesch reported a high internal consistency for the
instrument as a whole, indicating its reliable measure of a unitary construct. Given the
correlations she found between overall E-IPD scores and other measures of
psychological health and personal effectiveness (used to establish the construct validity
of psychosocial maturity), Tesch argued for the instrument's usefulness as an overall
measure of psychological adjustment. However, Tesch found an absence of age effects
with respect to psychosocial development, raising concerns about the validity of the E-
IPD as a measure of life-span development. Internal consistency for individual scales,
including the scale measuring generativity ranged from .33 to .71. For generativity in
particular, the alpha reliability coefficient was rather low, with r=.61 (Tesch, 1985).
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In a study remarkable for the size and heterogeneity of its sample, Ochse and
Plug (1986) administered a self-report questionnaire to several groups of South African
students including white and black men and women ranging in age from 15 to 60. The
scales were constructed based on a set of quotations culled from a number of Erikson's
writings on his theory of life cycle development. Though the IPD was avaUable to
them, Ochse and Plug rejected it, deeming it unsuitable for the purposes of cross-
cultural research. Alpha reHability coefficients for the Ochse and Plug scale were found
to be high for both white and black subjects, with internal consistencies ranging from
.52 to .84. The generativity subscale in particular was found to have adequate internal
consistency (r=.73). Correlations between generativity and the other subscales
however, were disappointingly low, ranging from .31 to .47.
Two other standardized instruments, developed quite recently, have also yielded
results on the generativity construct. The Modified Erikson Psychosocial Stage
Inventory (MEPSI), developed by DarUng-Fisher and Leidy (1988) extended the
original instrument (the Erikson Psychosocial Stage Inventory, or EPSI, developed by
Rosenthal, Gumey, and More in 1981). Items were added to measure the last two
stages of Erikson's model. Both the original items as well as the later additions were
developed by identifying key words and phrases directly from Erikson's writings.
Reliability coefficients for the instrument's eight subscales were impressive, ranging
from .75 for generativity, to .88 for industry. UnUke Gruen and Tesch, these
investigators did fmd a relationship between chronological age and mean generativity
and ego integrity scores.
The Inventory of Psychosocial Balance developed by Domino and Affonso
(1990) has been the most recent addition to the study of Eriksonian development using
an eight scale inventory. The methodology used to develop this questionnaire reUed
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upon a content analysis of Erikson's writings. A pool of 346 items were selected,
reflecting both positive and negative aspects of each of the eight stages. The items were
subjected to a factor analysis using a principal components with varimax rotation
solution. ReUabUity coefficients for the subscales ranged from .48 to .74 with a
coefficient of
.65 for the generativity subscale. The instrument was administered to
four different age groups and high test-retest reliabilities were established.
2. Indirect Measures of Generativity
Using several avenues of indirect inquiry, McAdams and coUeagues
(McAdams, 1985; McAdams, Ruetzel, & Foley, 1986; McAdams, 1988) have been
the most prolific and active investigators of individual differences in generativity.
Motivating his study of 50 mid-Ufe adults who were interviewed about their plans for
the future (McAdams, Ruetzel, & Foley, 1986), was McAdams' observation of a
strong tradition in the study of adult personality which has used "biographical scripts"
or "plans for tiie future" as a way of understanding the visions individuals construct for
themselves of their future plans (McAdams, 1986). In his brief review of this literature
(1986), McAdams recalls Levinson's (1978) use of "the dream" as a guidepost to the
future" in Levinson's study of male adult development, Sartre's (1968) use of "the
project" as an organizing framework for the future, and the exploration of the"personal
projects" of mid-life adults by Palys & Little, (1983).
McAdams also drew inspiration from Ryff and Heincke's (1983) investigation
into the relationship between self-perceived personality change and the subjective
organization of personality in adultiiood. In keeping with Ryff and Heincke's finding
tiiat die central issues facing the midlife adult were complexity and generativity, the
adults McAdams interviewed were questioned about their personal plans for the future.
These interviews were then coded for themes of complexity and generativity based on
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Ryff and Heincke's scoring system (1983) and on the writings of Erikson (1964,
1968, 1980). Subjects were also given the Thematic Apperception Test which were
scored for power and intimacy motives, as well as Loevinger's (1976) sentence
completion test of ego development. Based on Ryff and Heincke's findings,
McAdams reasoned that the lives of complex adults would involve change, diversity,
challenge and growth, in contrast with the lives of simple adults which would tend to
manifest themes of continuity, unifonnity and routine. McAdams hypothesized that
complexity in mid-life adults would be reflected in their life-scripts for the future and
would also be positively correlated with generativity. An unspecified relationship was
also proposed between ego development and generativity.
Although the results of the study provided significant support for McAdams'
hypothesis that generativity was positively associated with power and intimacy
motivation in the construction of individual life-scripts, the strength of this finding was
limited by the method used to score for power and intimacy motives in predicting
generativity. McAdams noted that the use of an additive score could not distinguish
among individuals high on power motivation, high on intimacy motivation, or high on
both.
Referring to Erikson's statement that generativity requires a basic belief in the
species, that is, a faith in the goodness and/or worthwhileness of humanity. Van de
Water and McAdams (1987) assessed individual differences in generativity through
content analyses of descriptions given by individual adults of their creative endeavors
and life commitments. Their sample consisted of 70 adults ranging in age from 22 to
72, who were on average well-educated and Christian. In addition to the descriptions
of their commitments and creative endeavors, subjects were given Ochse and Plug's
(1986) 10-item generativity subscale described above, together with several other
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measures to try to measure their "belief in the species" (Erikson's ttrm, 1964). These
measures were: Ochse and Plug's (1986) "trust versus mistrust" scale, two measures
from Tipton and coUeagues (1980) 35-item Faith scale, and the Revised Time Attitude
Scale (Nuttin, 1985) to evaluate hope for the future.
The results of this study were inconclusive but basically discouraging to the
investigators. Creative endeavors were found to be unrelated to generativity as
measured by the other two generativity constructs. The commitment measure was
minimally correlated with the Ochse and Plug 10-item scale (r=.32). A modest
relationship was found between belief in the species measured as hope for the future
and the measures of generativity. As the authors point out however, given that one of
the measures used to assess hope was based on another scale from the Ochse and Plug
inventory, it is not surprising that it was positively correlated with Ochse and Plug's
generativity subscale! An absence of age effects with respect to generativity was once
again confirmed.
Particularly surprising for these investigators, was the finding that their
"creative-endeavors" measure of generativity was not associated positively with the
other two measures of generativity. While considering the possibiUty that their measure
of creativity may have been insensitive to individual differences in generativity, Van de
Water and McAdams concluded: "This does not bode well for the proposition that
generativity manifests itself in creative behavior" (1987). Van de Water and McAdams
also found an absence of age effects. The most powerful and consistent relationship
was found between generativity and Jackson's measure of nurturance. Another
counter-intuitive result, given their hypotheses, was the finding that the measures of
generativity used correlated positively with their measure of narcissism.
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3. Case Studies nfG.'.neranvirv
The third of the three methodological approaches that have been applied to the
study of generativity is the case study method, used most notably by Kotre (1984) in
his work. Outliving the Self
.
Kotre conducted in-depth interviews with individuals,
ranging in age from thirty-four to seventy-six. As Kotre listened to his subjects' Ufe
histories, he noticed that their generative projects fell into four distinguishable
categories. Kotre developed the following classification scheme to describe the modes
of generative action he discovered:
1. biological generativity involving the begetting, bearing and nursing of an
infant offspring;
2. parental generativity involving the nurturing and disciplining of a child and
its initiation into a family's traditions;
3. technical generativity involving the teaching of skills, or as Kotre refers to
them, the "body" of culture, to its successors, passing on the symbol system in which
the skills are embedded;
4. cultural generativity involving the creation, renovation and conservation of a
symbol system, what Kotre refers to as the "mind" of a culture, explicitly to its
successors.
(Kotre, 1984)
Sifting through the richly detailed lives of his subjects, Kotre came to several
interesting conclusions which are promising theoretical elaborations of the generativity
construct. These are reserved for the following section which is devoted to theoretical
issues pertaining to the generativity construct.
The final study of generativity to be reviewed describes the work of Ryff and
Migdal (1984), who also made use of the case study method. Ryff and Migdal's study
14
in
were
investigated the degree to which women perceived themselves to be changing
accordance with Erikson's theory of development. Two groups of women
sampled representing two distinct age periods (50 young adult women aged 18 to 30
and 50 middle-aged women aged 40 to 55). Ryff and Migdal used scales from two
personality inventories, the PersonaUty Research Form (PRF) and the Jackson
Personality Inventory (JPI) to assess generativity. The PRF scale on "dominance" was
chosen as a proxy for Erikson's emphasis on the tendency to assume responsibility for
leadership and direction of younger generations" (Erikson, 1964), and the JPI scales
measuring "breadth of interest" and "innovation" were chosen to reflect Erikson's
emphasis on these qualities as essential to generativity (Ryff & Migdal, 1984).
Results indicated that whereas intimacy (also measured in the study) was most
salient to women at a younger age, generativity was a dominant concern regardless of
age. The absence of age effects with regard to generativity was strikingly confirmed
yet again. Ryff and Migdal did not attempt to interpret this finding, it is noteworthy in
tiiat it argues against the notion that generativity becomes an ascendant goal only in
middle-age.
Overview of the Current Study
The present study falls witiiin tiie purview of the first methodological type as
outlined above in tiie review of literature pertaining to the study of generativity. This
investigation made use of an existing, longitudinal data set containing an instrument,
the Expanded-Inventory of Psychosocial Development, which attempts to
operationalize Eriksonian developmental theory. A number of hypotheses were tested
pertaining specifically to the generativity scale of the E-EPD. In addition, the study
undertakes a preliminary exploration of the utility of the E-IPD with particular attention
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to the degree to which it captures the essential stage-sequential nature of Eriksonian
developmental theory.
With regard to the generativity construct and its relationship to age, cohort,
gender, and sex-role type, the following hypotheses were tested:
Hypothesis 1: It was predicted that mean generativity scores as measured by the E-IPD
will increase with age, regardless of cohort, in accordance with Eriksonian theory.
Hypothesis 2: It was predicted that subjects who drop out of the study between time
period two and three would exhibit lower generativity scores than those who remained
in the study, given that the commitment to something greater than the self (for example
commitment to a scientific enterprise), draws upon capacities similar to capacities
associated with generative behavior.
Hypothesis 3: Based upon the findings of previous investigations regarding the
relationship between sex-role orientation and psychosocial development up to stage six
in the Eriksonian model, it was predicted that an androgynous sex-role orientation
would be most predictive of generativity, followed by masculine sex-role orientation,
feminine sex-role orientation, and lastly by individuals who were undifferentiated with
respect to sex-role.
This study was conceived based on the assumption that the instrument used to
measure generativity in the data set, the E-IPD, met the criteria for a sound
developmental instrument. In the course of the study, however, the instrument was
submitted to a variety of tests to determine its capacity to distinguish between
individuals who had achieved psychosocial maturity according to Erikson's model of
development. Notwithstanding the fact that the scores of individuals, as measured by
the E-IPD, were found to increase across all stages of development, the instrument
turned out not to reflect the most essential aspect of Erikson's developmental model,
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namely that development occurs sequentially, that resolution of prior stages of
developmem sets the stage for the resolution of subsequent developmental stages,
reflecting an ordered sequential pattern.
While certain scales of the E-IPD may be u^ful operationaUzations of the stages
of Erikson's theory they purport to correspond to and may retain their usefulness
empirically, the results of the present study do raise serious questions regarding the
validity of the E-IPD as an adequately veridical measure of Eriksonian theory.
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CHAPTER 2
METHOD
Subjects
The sample examined in the present investigation consists of three cohorts of
University of Rochester students. The first cohort, tested in 1966 as undergraduates
were retested in 1977, and then again in 1989. The second cohort was first tested in
1977 (as undergraduate students), and then again in 1989. The third and final group
were tested only once, as undergraduates in 1989.
Procednrg
The data used for the purposes of analysis in the present study originate from a
data set that is currently managed by Professor Susan K. Whitboume at the University
of Massachusetts at Amherst. Professor Whitbourne inherited the data set after the first
wave of data had been collected by Dr. Ann Constantinople in 1966. Dr. Whitbourne
added the second and third testings in 1977 and 1989.
Subjects for all three administrations were recruited on the University of
Rochester campus. The first and second cohort of students were recruited in the
student union building on the university campus and enticed with cookies as
compensation for their efforts in filling out a packet of psychological questionnaires.
During the third time of testing, the incentive had to be changed from cookies to a five
dollar gift certificate for dinner at a local restaurant, in order to ensure a sufficient
number of participants. Completion of the packets required approximately 40 minutes.
The reassessment of the first cohort at the 1977 and 1989 administrations, took
place through mailings. As many as possible of the first two cohorts as possible were
tracked down through alumni records and asked to participate in the ongoing phases of
the study.
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Instnim^ni*;
The Usts of instruments used in the three different phases of the larger
longitudinal study were not identical at aU three testing times. Of relevance to the
current investigation are: the Inventory of Psychosocial Development which was
expanded from a 60-item to an 80-item questionnaire between 1966 and 1977, and the
Bern Sex Role Inventory which was administered only in 1977 and 1989.
The Expanded Inventory of Psychosocial Development (E-IPD), is an 80-item
questionnaire measuring the eight stages of Erikson's developmental theory. The E-
IPD is divided into 8 scales using 10 questions each. Each question is answered
according to a 7-point Likert measure. Possible scores can range from
-30 to +30. Each scale consists of five items representing positive resolution and five
items representing negative resolution of a psychosocial crisis as described in Erikson's
eight-stage model. Stage scale scores are derived by taking the total of items indicating
positive resolution, and subtracting from that total, the sum of the items indicative of
negative resolution. A single score reflecting overall psychosocial development across
all eight stages can be calculated by summing across the eight stage scale scores.
A review of the first six scales of the instrument (Waterman and Whitboume,
1981) indicated that its one-week test-retest reliabilities range from .71 to .89 for
specific stage scales and that it had a reliability of .88 for the full-scale score. Internal
consistencies (using Cronbach's alpha coefficient) as reported by Waterman and
Whitboume (1981) for the first six stages, ranged from .44 to .82 although Tesch
(1985), reports internal consistencies with a lower range across the eight stages of the
instrument, ranging from .33 to .70. The second scale measuring "Autonomy versus
Shame and Doubt" has consistently yielded the lowest internal consistency measures
and has been deemed problematic (Waterman and Whitboume, 1981, Tesch, 1985).
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Considerable evidence exists for the validity of the instrument as an overaU
measure of psychological adaptation (Waterman and Whitboume, 1981). In addition,
the IPD has been found to be predictive of overall life satisfaction and well-being
(Tesch, 1985). These findings reflect the construct validity of the instrument as a
whole, that is, they pertain largely to the full scale score which encompasses the scores
over all stages of development.
The Bern Sex Role Inventory (BSRI) is a 60-item scale measuring sex-role
orientation. Subjects are requested to endorse items as either true or false depending on
the degree to which they feel the items reflect their personal characteristics. The BSRI
is comprised of 20 items reflecting prototypically masculine characteristics, 20 items
reflecting prototypically feminine characteristics and 20 items deemed "neutral" with
regard to sex-role orientation. The most unique feature of the instrument is its capacity
to generate orthogonal measures of masculinity and femininity. The instrument further
yields a measure of psychological androgyny. Sex role orientation (masculine or
feminine) in any individual (male or female) is operationally defined as the degree to
which an individual endorses masculine and feminine items as self-descriptive.
Psychologically androgynous individuals are defined as individuals endorsing a higher
than median number of both mascuhne and feminine items. Norms have been
empirically derived from studies of large numbers of male and female subjects (Bem,
1979)
.
The "undifferentiated" sex-role orientation defines individuals who score below
the medians on both the masculinity and femininity scales (Bem, 1974, 1979; Orlofsky,
1980) .
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CHAPTER 3
RESULTS
Characterisrir. nf th. P esix^nHent
^
The first cohort of students, those tested in 1966 as undergraduates, numbered
a total of 155 students, 76 females and 79 males. The mean age of the group as a
whole as well as of males and females separately was 20 years. This first group was
retested eleven years later, in 1977. Surprisingly, none of the original group total had
dropped out of the study, thus 155 subjects were retested, 76 females and 79 males
averaging 31 years in age. In 1989, this original group was retested once again, having
reached middle-age, with a mean age of 43. By this time, the total from the first group
numbered 98, of which 37 were females, and 61 were males.
In 1977, a second cohort was added to the retesting of the original group. This
second cohort numbered 298 in total, with a mean age of 20. Of these respondents,
155 were females and 143 were males. At the 1989 testing, the second cohort
numbered 83 in total, with a mean age of 32 years. At this time of testing, the cohort 2
group consisted of 40 females and 43 males.
In 1989, at the third time of administration, a third cohort numbering 289
subjects was added. Of this new cohort, 1 10 subjects were female and 179 were male.
Table 1 summarizes the organization of the data as outUned above. Table 2 provides a
summary of the mean scores for all cohorts at all administrations.
Reliabilitv of the Generativitv Suhscale
Although it would have been desirable to check the rehability of the generativity
subscale of the E-IPD and compare it with the reliabihty coefficients of the other E-IPD
subscales, it was not possible to do so because of the unavailability of the individual
item scores.
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In order to answer the general question regarding whether individuals became
more generative as they grew older, a number of analyses wen. undertaken. These
analyses are organized into three groups of tests and imported in the following order:
First, indirect tests of the effect of age on generativity by comparing diffei^nt cohorts
representing different ages at the 1977 and 1989 times of administration. The
expectation was that generativity scores would increase with increasing chronological
age. Second, tests of the effect of cohort on generativity. The expectation was that
cohort would have no effect on generativity scores. Confirmation of this expectation
would allow for the interpretation that the first series of tests were in fact tests of age
unconfounded by cohort. Third, direct tests of the effect of age on generativity by
examining the effect of increasing age on generativity scores within cohorts.
1
,
Testing the rindirecf^ F.ffect of A
,^
p. Generativity
First, a 3 X 2 (cohort by gender) ANOVA was perfonned for the 1989
administration which yielded significant main effects for both cohort (F(l,466)=8.97,
p=.000) and gender (F( 1,466)= 14. 19, p=.000). No cohort by gender interaction was
found. Contrasts were calculated to determine where the significant cohort effect(s)
had occurred. Significant differences on the generativity scale scores were found
between cohort 1 and cohort 3 (F=14.67 (1,466) p=.000), as well as between cohort 2
and cohort 3 (F=7.22 (1,466) p=.007). The mean difference between the generativity
measure for cohort 1 versus cohort 2 was not significant (F(l,469).42, p=.516). A
test of trend at the 1989 administration across the three cohorts on their generativity
scores showed a significant linear trend (F( 1,466)= 14.67, p=.(XX)).
Next, a 2 X 2 (cohort by gender) ANOVA was perfonned for the 1977
administration, to explore the degree to which generativity scores increased with age at
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the second time of testing. This analysis (Table 3) did not yielded a significant cohort
effect (F(l,449)=6.58, p=.011). As an inspection of the means in Table 2
demonstrate, an upward trend is apparent in the means between cohort 2 at age 22 and
cohort 1 at age 33. For both the 1977 and the 1989 data however, the effects of cohort
and age were confounded as each cohort represented a different age. Thus, further
analysis was undertaken to determine whether the difference in generativity scores
obtained were attributable to age or whether the cohorts themselves differed with
respect to their degree of achieved generativity.
2. Testing the Effert of Cohort on Generativity
Two additional repeated measures ANOVAs were performed to address this
issue. A 2 X 2 ANOVA (cohort by gender) comparing the generativity scores of cohort
2 at the 1977 administration with those of cohort 3 at the 1989 administration, (a
comparison of cohort 2 and cohort 3 at their first times of administration, that is at age
22), produced no main effect for cohort (F(l,584)=.23, p=.631 ). A main effect for
gender was found (F(l,584)=17.18,p=.000). No interaction was present
(F(l,584)=.85,p=.357). A second, 2X2 ANOVA (cohort by gender) comparing
cohort 1 at the 1977 administration with cohort 2 at the 1989 administration (that is, the
second time of administration for both cohorts, when both were aged 33), also
produced no main effect for cohort (F(l,234)=.06, p=.814). A main effect for gender
was present (F(l,234)=5.62, p=.019), however no interaction was found
(F(l,234)=2.06, p= 153).
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3. Testing the m\rert^ Fffrr t of Age, on H^n^r^i^^i^,
Although a repeated measures ANOVA could not be performed on cohort 1
across the three times of administration because the generativity measure was only
introduced in 1977, two repeated measures ANOVAs from 1977 to 1989, within cohort
1 and cohort 2 respectively, were performed. The 2 X 2 (age by gender) ANOVA on
generativity scores for cohort 2 as it aged from 22 to 33 years did not yield a significant
age effect (F(l,81)=3.21, p= 077). No interaction was found (F(l,81)=1.48,
p=.228). The 2 X 2 (age by gender) ANOVA on generativity scores for cohort 1 as it
aged from 33 to 44 years similarly failed to yield an age effect (F(l,97)=.54, p=.464).
Again, no age by gender interaction was found (F(l,97)=.20, p=.652).
Dropouts - Differences in Generarivitv <;^nr^^
To determine whether dropping out of the study had any implication for
generativity, individuals who stayed in the study between 1977 and 1989 were
compared with those who dropped out in this time period. Given that the concept of
generativity includes the capacity to be invested in something greater than the self,
something which can live on in the future independently, it was hypothesized that
individuals who dropped out would have lower generativity scores than those who
stayed in. In order to test this hypothesis, two analyses were undertaken. First, cohort
1 participants who stayed in the study from 1977 to 1989 were compared with cohort 1
participants who subsequently dropped out of the study by 1989. This was
accomplished using a 2 X 2 (dropout by gender) ANOVA comparing the generativity
scores of die two groups (cohort 1 subjects who stayed in for the duration versus
cohort 1 subjects who dropped out) at the 1977 administration. Results indicated that
no significant difference existed in the generativity scores of these two groups
comprising cohort 1 at the 1977 administration (F( 1.151)= 1.51, p=.221). No main
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effect for gender was found (F(l,151)=1.20, p=.275), nor wei^ any interaction effects
present (F(l,151)=.02, p=.897). A second, similar analysis using a 2 X 2 (dropout by
gender) ANOVA was performed on cohort 2 participants on the 1977 generativity
scores for cohort 2. Results showed no main effect for dropout (F( 1,294)= 1.03,
p=.31 1), a slightly significant main effect for gender (F(l,294)=4.08, p=.044), and no
dropout by cohort interaction (F(l,294)=.02, p=.900).
Relationship between Generativity ^r^c^ Sex-Role Oripnt^t^nn
Before undertaking any analyses concerning the relationship between
generativity and BSRI scores, the BSRI scores of the subjects were re-categorized such
that each individual's BSRI score fell into one of four groups: "androgynous" (if the
individual's masculinity and femininity scores were both above the norm empirically
derived from previous studies), "mascuUne" (if the individual's masculinity score was
above the masculinity item norm but the individual's femininity score fell below the
empirical femininity item norm), "feminine" (if the individual's femininity score was
above the empirical femininity norm but the individual's masculinity score was below
the masculinity norm), or "undifferentiated" (if both the individual's mascuUnity and
femininity scores fell below the norms). This classification scheme consisted of
transforming the continuous BSRI masculinity and femininity scores into one of the
four categories. A series of analyses were the performed on the relationship between
the achievement of generativity and sex-role orientation. Table 4 presents the means of
the masculine, feminine, and neutral BSRI scores by cohort, gender, and time of
administration. Table 5 presents the mean generativity scores of males and females by
sex-role type.
In order to determine whether sex-role type had an effect on the achievement of
generativity, two 4X2 ANOVAs (sex-role type by gender) for the 1977 and the 1989
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main
administrations were undertaken. For the 1989 administration, results revealed a
significant main effect for sex-role type (F(3,434)= 16.71, p=.000) and a significant
main effect for gender (F(l,434)=13.99, p=.000). No interaction was found
(F(3,434)=.46, p=.708). For the 1977 administration, a significant main effect
again found for sex-role type (F(3,417)=18.91, p=.0O0), as was a significant
effect for gender (F(l,417)=7.94, p=.005). A significant interaction (F(3,417)=3.57,
p=.014) was also found.
Given the finding of main effects for sex-role type at both times of
administration, five contrasts per time of administration were performed and are
reported in Table 6. As the table shows, the contrasts for both administration times
verified the the specific, predicted pattern regarding the relationship between
generativity and sex-role type held, that is generativity scores increased as individuals
moved fi-om undifferentiated, to feminine, to masculine, to androgynous sex-role
orientations.
The Expanded Inventorv nf Psychosocial Development as a Developmental
Measure
In order for an instrument to quahfy as a developmental measure, it is expected
that the instrument will successfully discriminate between individuals who have
achieved different levels of development. For example, in the case of the E-IPD, an
individual who is only moderately developed would be expected to have achieved
resolution (indicated by high scale scores) on fewer of the eight sequential stages than a
more developed individual who would be expected to have achieved resolution on a
greater number of stages. Furthermore, older individuals would be expected, on
average, to have resolved more stages successfully and thus be more highly developed
than younger individuals.
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measure
Exploration of the degree to which the E-IPD qualifies as a bona fide
of development consisted of several analyses. First, a series of Pearson correlations
between the scale scores were calculated, in order to establish that the scales were
positively intercon-elated. In an instrument that purports to measure development, a
pattern of intercoirelations indicating greater associations between neighboring scales
would certainly be expected Pearson correlations for the three times of administration
are presented in Table 7 and indicate highly significant correlations (p=.000) for all the
stages of tiie IPD measure. Panel 7a presents the intereorrelation of scales 1 to 6 (all
that were administered) at the 1966 administration (collapsed across cohort and
gender). Panels 7b and 7c present the intercoirelations of scales 1 to 8 for the 1977 and
1989 administrations respectively (again, collapsed across cohort and gender). Panel
7d presents the intercorrelations of scales 1 to 8 at 1977 with scales 1 to 8 at 1989. As
an inspection of the coirelations indicates (Table 7a, b, and c), there is no pattern of
increased correlations between neighboring scales for any of the three times of
administration.
A second set of analyses further indicated that the E-IPD is severely Umited as a
developmental measure. The analyses, presented in Table 7d, show the
intercoirelations of scales 1 to 8 in 1977 with scales 1 to 8 in 1989. As indicated by
the diagonal in this table, the correlations are low, ranging from .2687 to .6608. On a
reliable measure of development, one would expect high intercorrelations between the
same scales fi-om one time period to another, particularly for the first few subscales
(which Erikson predicts are mastered by mid-adolescence). Developmental theory
predicts that high intercorrelations should exist, based on the assumption that once
mastery of a stage has been achieved, it should hold stable across time. This stability
should be manifested in a high correlation of scale scores between two times of testing.
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The third set of analyses undertaken in the assessment of the E-IPD as a
developmental measure consisted of a series of between-subjects ANOVAs similar to
those that had been conducted for the seventh scale (as described above), to test the
effect of age on the achievement of the other seven psychosocial virtues. These tests
were performed on the other seven scales of the E-IPD both at the 1977 and the 1989
administrations. Significant main effects for cohort (which can be interpreted as
equivalent to a test of age, given the fact that cohort proved not to be a confound) were
found on all but the eighth stage score at the 1989 administration. At the 1977
administration, significant main effects for cohort were found for the fourth, fifth,
seventh and eighth scales. To confirm that these differences in scales scores across the
different cohort represented the effects of age as opposed to cohort, an additional seven
between-subject ANOVAs were performed comparing cohorts 1 and 2 at age 33 and
comparing the two cohorts at age 22. Results showed an absence of a cohort effect on
any scale for both ages, on the first seven scales. At age 22, cohort 1 and cohort 2
were found to differ significantly on their eighth stage scale score (F(l,584)=21.02,
p=.000). The two cohorts also showed a significant difference in their eighth scale
score at age 33 (F(l,234)=22.15, p=.000). For the comparison between cohorts at age
22, significant main effects for gender were found on scales three through eight. The
results indicated an absence of interactions on any of the scales. For the comparison of
cohorts at age 33, significant main effects for gender were found for scales six and
seven, however no interaction effects were found.
In a fashion parallel to the analyses undertaken on the generativity scale, a series
of seven within-subject ANOVAs were carried out on cohort 1 between 1977 and 1989
and on cohort 2 between 1977 and 1989 as a test of the effect of age on the other stages
of psychosocial development. The analyses on cohort 1 yielded no significant age
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effect for stages five and six, but a significant age effect on stages one, two three, four,
seven and eight. No significant interaction or main effects for gender were found on
any of the scales. The cohort 2 analyses revealed an absence of age effects for stages
two, three and seven, but significant age effects for stages one, four, five, six and
eight. Significant main effects for gender were present for scales four, six, and seven.
No interaction effects were found.
As an additional test of the effect of age on psychosocial development, a series
of linear trend tests were performed across the three cohorts representing ages 22, 33
and 44, on the other seven scales of the IPD for the 1989 administration. The results
indicated the existence of a linear trend for scales one, two, three four, five and seven.
No linear trend was evident for scales six and eight. Thus, scale scores were found to
increase with age in a linear fashion for the first four, and the seventh scales in this
analysis.
As a final test of the E-IPD's usefulness as a developmental measure, tests of
trend on the E-IPD subscale scores were performed for each cohort, at each time of
administration (Table 8). Again, for a measure which purports to capture
developmental change, it would be expected that scale scores would manifest a linear
trend, that is, on average, scale scores could be approximated by a line with a negative
slope. Thus, earlier stages which had been resolved would have higher sores and later
stages which were unresolved or incomplete resolved, would have lower sores. No
evidence was found for the existence of exclusive linear trend in any of these seven
tests. (Certain analyses revealed linear trends but these were in addition to quadratic,
cubic and quartic trends.) Therefore, although scale scores were found to increase with
increasing chronological age, no evidence for a sequential pattern of psychosocial stage
resolution was found for the instrument as a whole, indicating that the resolution of
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prior developmental stages was necessaiy for the resolution of later developmental
Stages.
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TABLE 1
Data Organization
Time of Testing
Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
Cohort 1
SHORT IPD
Total N=155
#females=76
#males=79
mean age=20
Cohort 2
FULL IPD
BSRI
Total N=298
#females=155
#males=143
mean age=20
Cohort 3
FULL IPD
BSRI
Total N=289
#females=110
#males=179
mean age=
missing
Cohort 1
FULL IPD
BSRI
Total N=155
#females=76
#males=79
mean age=l
Cohort 2
FULL IPD
BSRI
Total N=83
#females=40
#males=43
mean age=32
Cohort 1
FULL IPD
BSRI
Total N=98
#females=37
#males=61
mean age=43
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TABLE 2
Expanded-Inventory of Psychosocial Development Scales
Means Scores
N Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Stage 5 Sta.e 6 Stage? Stage 8
1966
Popn.
Overall 155 10.04 8.27 10.83 6.53 7.55 11.16
Cohort 1 155 10.04 8.27 10.83 6.53 7.55 11.16
males 79 10.53 8.74 11.27 6.37 7.88 11.44
females 76 9.53 7.78 10.36 6.69 7.21 10.88
1977
Popn.
Overall 563 10.29 7.53 10.87 10.75 8.16 12.39 7.97 6.40
Cohort 1 155 10.94 8.15 11.01 13.58 9.70 13.12 8.90 7.74
males 79 11.20 8.03 11.50 13.22 9.60 12.48 8.55 7.60
females 76 10.67 8.27 10.51 13.94 9.81 13.78 9.26 7.88
Cohort 2 298 9.95 7.19 10.79 9.28 7.36 12.02 7.49 5.71
males 143 9.32 7.19 9.98 8.20 6.50 10.71 6.71 5.08
females 155 10.54 7.20 11.54 10.28 8.16 13.22 8.21 6.29
(continued next page)
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TABLE 2 (continued)
1989
Popn.
Overall 470 10.38 7.37 11.31 11.85 8.37 12.38 7.87 2.72
Cohort 1 98 11.48 8.94 12.64 16.52 10.38 13.32 9.57 3.84
males 61 11.14 9.18 12.80 16.19 10.24 12.25 9.016 3.12
females 37 12 05 1 0 "37 17.05 10.62 15.10 10.51 5.05
Cohort 2 83 11.80 7.69 12.31 14.92 9.74 14.24 9.03 2.67
males 43 11.04 7.67 11.93 13.32 8.88 12.02 7.65 2.34
females 40 12.62 7.72 12.72 16.65 10.60 16.62 10.52 3.02
Cohort 3 289 9.59 6.75 10.58 9.39 7.29 11.53 6.95 2.35
males 179 9.15 6.59 9.73 7.70 6.29 10.05 6.06 1.46
females 110 10.30 7.0 11.96 12.14 8.92 13.95 8.41 3.80
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TABLES
Tests of Difference (ANOVA) between Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 1977
Administration
F Values Significance
Stage 1 F(l,449) = 1.71 n = 101y — . 7 1
Stage 2 F( 1,449) = 2.84 p = .092
Stage 3 F( 1,449) = .11 p = .740
Stage 4 F(l,449) = 27.20 p = .000
Stage 5 F( 1,449) = 12.72 p = .000
Stage 6 F( 1,449) = 2.61 p = .107
Stage 7 F( 1,449) = 6.58 p=.011
Stage 8 F( 1,449) = 7.44 p=.007
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TABLE 4
Bern Sex-Role Inventory Mean Scores
1989 Administration
Neut Masc Fern
1977 Administration
Neut Masc Fem
1966 Administration
(Not Administered)
Cohort 1
males 5.281 5.32 4.705 4.508 5.222 4 687
females 5.342 4.897 4.811 4.412 4.826 4.853
Cohort 2
males 5.252 5.064 4.560 4.593 5.038 4.683
females 5.464 4.901 5.084 4.633 4.783 5.077
Cohort 3
males 4.833 5.033 4.601
females 5.147 4.901 5.0433
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TABLES
Generativity Scores for Males and Females by Sex-Role Type
and Time of Administration
Generativity Scores for males and females by sex-role
type, 1977 Administration
males
females
Androgynous
9.95
10.81
Masculine
8.30
8.25
Feminine
4.15
9.01
Undifferentiated
4.45
5.04
Generativity Scores for males and females by sex-role
type, 1989 Administration
males
females
Androgynous
9.90
11.21
Masculine
7.10
10.00
Feminine
6.20
8.53
Undifferentiated
4.50
6.23
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TABLE 6
Contrasts between Sex-Role Types on Generativity Scores 1977
and 1989 Administrations
1977 Administration
Significance
Values
Undiff vs Androg F(l,417)=52.13
Fern vs Androg F(l,417)=21.51
p=.000
p=.000
Mascvs Androg F(l,417)=8.53 p=004
Undiff vsFem F(l,417)=4.79 p=029
Fern vs Masc F(l,417)=4.59 p=.033
1989 Administration
Values
Significance
Undiff vs Androg F(l,434)=47.40 p=.000
Femvs Androg F(l,434)=16.62 p=.000
Mascvs Androg F(l,434)=8.17 p=004
Undiff vs Fern F(l,434)=5.51 p=.019
Femvs Masc F(l,434)=47.40 p=.000
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TABLE?
Pearson Correlations
a. Pearson Correlations between E-IPD Scales, 1966
Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Stage 5 Stage 6
Stage 1
Stage 2 .5420
Stage 3 .6536 .5491
Stage 4 .3082 .2363 .3523
Stage 5 .6550 .4328 .6339
Stage 6 .6989 .4876 .6589
All cases significant at p=.(XX)
.6078
b. Pearson Correlations between E-IPD Scales, 1977
Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Stage 5 Stage 6 Stage 7 Stage 8
Stage 1
Stage 2 .5400
Stage 3 .6128 .5528
Stage 4 .3849 .2220 .4596
Stage 5 .6029 .4389 .6230 .5575
Stage 6 .5374 .2727 .4498 .3530 .4782
Stage 7 .4994 .2516 .4679 .5121 .4693 .5888
Stage 8 .6835 .4172 .5053 .4000 .5740 .3688
All cases significant at p=.000
(continued on next page)
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TABLE 7 (continued)
c. Pearson Correlations between E-IPD Scales, 1989
Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Stage 5 Stage 6 Stage 7 Stage 8
Stage 1 ~
Stage 2 .4999
Stage 3 .6033 .5443
Stage 4 .4800 .2695 .4599
Stage 5 .6421 .5181 .6313 .5514
Stage 6 .5559 .3179 .5296 .4093 .5898
Stage 7 .5405 .2868 .5259 .5644 .5758 .5853
Stage 8 .7077 .4470 .5228 .5373 .6346 .4928 .5180
All cases significant atp=000
d. Pearson Correlations between 1977 and 1989 E-IPD Scales
Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Stage 5 Stage 6 Stage 7 Stage 8
Stage 1 .5904 .4030 .3647 .3014 .4221 .3451 .3987 .4703
Stage 2 .2687 .2847 .2457 .1242 .2241 .1662 .1972 .1864
Stage 3 .3763 .3188 .4218 .2598 .4202 .2994 .3017 .3142
Stage 4 .2184 .1276 .2205 .5112 .3122 .2578 .2609 .2102
Stage 5 .3827 .3050 .2836 .3316 .5072 .2842 .3383 .3625
Stage 6 .3879 .2568 .3150 .4162 .4078 .6608 .4552 .3673
Stage 7 .3861 .2049 .2833 .4033 .3914 .4758 .5307 .3873
Stage 8 .5188 .3262 .3506 .3641 .4434 .3525 .4673 .5279
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TABLES
Tests of Trend across aU IPD Stages for each
Cohort at each time of Administration
F Values Significance Type of Trend Tested
1966
Cohort 1 F(l,153) =
.07 p = .787 linear
F(l,153) = 792.27 p = .000 quadratic
F(l,153) = 25.85 p = .000 cubic
F(l,153) = 21.17 p = .000 quartic
1977
Cohort 1 F(l,153) = 8.66 p = .004 linear
F(l,153) = 45.19 p = .599 quadratic
F(l,153) = 25.76 p = .000 cubic
F(l, 153) = 26.81 p = .000
Cohort 2 F(l,296) = 56.72 p = .000 linear
F(l,296) = 33.16 p = .000 quadratic
F(l,296) = 38.85 p = .000 cubic
F( 1,296) = .00 p = .980 quartic
1989
Cohort 1 F(l,96) = 71.40 p = .000 Unear
F(l,96) = 125.90 p = .000 quadratic
F(l,96) = 36.21 p = .000 cubic
F(l,96) = 8.63 p = .004 quartic
Cohort 2 F(l,81) =73.93 p = .000 linear
F(l,81) = 141.75 p = .000 quadratic
F(l,81) = 70.45 p = .000 cubic
F(l,81) = 4.75 p = .032 quartic
Cohort 3 F(l,286) = 141.88 p = .000 linear
F(l,286) = 183.32 p = .000 quadratic
F(l,286) = 99.^5 p = .000 cubic
F( 1,286) = .57 p = .452 quartic
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CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION
Overall Fin^mg^;
The primary focus of this investigation has been an assessment of the degree to
which the achievement of generativity is a function of chronological age, the differences
in the manifestation of generativity in men and women, and the relationship between
generativity and psychological sex-role orientation. The current study further provided
an opportunity for a preUminary exploration of a particular instrumem, the Expanded-
Inventory Psychosocial Development in relation to the correspondence between the
empuical data generated from an application of the inventory and Erikson's theory of
psychological development. The opportunity to address these questions was facUitated
by access to data gatiiered on several large samples of individuals of both sexes, at
different ages and at different points in time, allowing for a variety of age and cohort
comparisons.
Overall, the results of this study indicated (1) moderate support for the
hypothesis which posited that generativity would increase with age, (2) that dropout
status was not predictive of statistically significant differences in generativity scores,
(3) that sex-role type is predictive of the achievement of generativity, and (4) that the
Expanded Inventory of Psychosocial Development while useful as a measure of overall
psychological adaptation, does not function well as a developmental measure.
Regarding tiie relationship between the achievement of generativity as a function
of increasing age, the resuhs indicated that individuals demonstrate increasing degrees
of generativity as they age. This finding is based on the analysis of the three cohorts
(each separated by a decade in age) at the 1989 time of administration, as well as by the
increase in generativity between 21- and 32-year olds at the 1977 administration.
Although the two analyses within cohorts 1 and 2 did not yield significant differences
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between age 21 and 32, and between age 32 and 43 respectively, an inspection of the
means reveals a definite upward trend even in these two comparisons. Given the
absence of age effects found in most previous studies of genenitivity using measures
other than the E-IPD, and, given that no construct validation of the E-IPD generativity
took place as a part of the current study, the demonstrated relationship between
generativity and age should be held lighdy for the present time.
As noted the absence of a dropout effect ran counter to prediction. Dropping
out of a study would seem to indicate the lack of a capacity to be committed to a self-
transcendant, future-oriented goal, and was therefore expected to be associated with
lower generativity scores (while the individuals were still in the study). While it may
be the case that dropping out does not reflect a quality related to less generativity, this
finding should be interpreted in the context of two confounding issues. First, between
1977 and 1989 there were an unusual number of dropouts, and second, in the analyses
performed, there was no way to distinguish between those individuals who dropped
out because they no longer were interested in participating in the study, versus those
who were not retested because they could not be located and who, as a result, were
counted as dropouts.
Where gender differences are concerned, though no interaction was found
between age and gender, nor between cohort and gender, males and females differed
significantly from one another in their mean generativity scores. Consistently, whether
at age 21, 33 or age 44, female subjects scored higher than their male counterparts on
the generativity scale of the E-IPD. Female subjects showed the greatest increase in
generativity scores between age 21 and 32, and increased, but at a slower rate between
age 32 and age 43. Male subjects however, though they started lower, exhibited a
sharp increase from age 21 to 32 and also from age 32 to 43.
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Differences in male versus female development has received increasing attention
over the past decade, particularly m the domain of monU development. It is suggested
that the fmding of increased generativity achievement of women over men in this study
is usefully interpreted in the light of what Gilhgan (1982) has talked about as an
increased emphasis on a commimient to the values of connection and caring in the
socialization of women. Both of these values would likely conflate highly with
Erikson's virtue of generativity, and would serve as useful measures of construct
validity in future studies of generativity. Continued testing of existing cohorts in the
data set as they age, as well as the testing of older individuals could be used to
determine whether the pattern observed between male and female subjects continues as
individuals age.
Several investigations have explored the relationship between psychological
sex-role orientation and psychosocial maturity (for examples, Prager & Bailey, 1965;
Glazer & Dusek, 1985), and have reported that greater psychological adjustment is
associated with androgynous sex-role orientation. Among sex-typed individuals, those
with a masculine orientation were found to have achieved greater positive resolution of
psychosocial crises than undifferentiated individuals (Glazer & Dusek, 1985). The
current study provides an exploration of the relationship between sex-role orientation
and generativity. As predicted, psychologically androgynous individuals manifested
the highest levels of generativity. They were followed by masculine, and then by
feminine sex-role typed individuals (regardless of gender). Undifferentiated
individuals scored lowest on the achievement of generativity. As Bem (1975), has
proposed, it would seem that individuals having access to the behavioral and attitudinal
repertoires of both prototypically masculine and feminine styles consistently
demonstrate a high degree of psychological flexibility in being able to react to widely
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differing stimuli, and manifesting higher than avemge levels of psychological health
(Bem, 1975); Bem, 1976). A possible confound in the finding of increased
psychological androgyny predicting higher levels of generativity may r^suh from the
fact that both measures may primarily be tests of general psychological well-being. As
such, both constructs would be expected to increase with age.
In evaluating the usefulness of the E-IPD as a measure of psychosocial
maturity, the current findings indicate that the instrument does not function well as a
developmental measure. Individuals were found to increase on their psychosocial stage
scores fi-om decade to decade as they aged. However, at any point in time when their
stage scores were taken together, there was no indication that the mastery of earlier
stages was necessary in order for greater mastery of later developmental stages).
Significant differences in scale scores occurred not only on those scales corresponding
to psychosocial crises which demand resolution after adolescence
,
according to
Eriksonian theory (for example scales five, six, seven and eight). Statistically
significant differences in stage scores were found even for the earliest stages such as
"trust versus mistrust" and "autonomy versus shame and doubt", as individuals moved
fi-om age 21 through age 44.
This absence of evidence regarding differential increases in stage scores
between earlier and later stages raises concerns regarding the discriminant validity of
the E-IPD. While significant, positive intercorrelations between the subscales of an
instrument are psychometrically desirable, the fact that almost all the scales increased
significantiy with age, suggests that the scales may not be measuring distinctiy different
aspects of psychosocial maturation. While the eight scales comprising tiie instrument
taken as a whole seem to offer a robust measure of general psychological adaptation,
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the E-IPD seems unable to distinguish between the diffei^ntial resolution of specific
stages within an Eriksonian paradigm.
Future investigations using other, more recently developed measures of
Eriksonian stages, (such as the Inventory of Psychosocial Balance developed by
Domino and Affonso,1990) may offer a clue as to whether the theory or its
measuremem need to be re-evaluated. One consideration is that the apparent lack of an
age-related pattern in the E-IPD may be because the instrument actually measures the
degree to which a psychosocial crisis becomes salient in an individual's life, as
opposed to the degree to which the crisis is actually resolved. The work of Robert
Kegan (1982), anotiier developmental theorist, offers a model that may be useful in
interpreting tiie fmding Uiat while all stage scores seem to increase as a person ages
there seems to be no evidence that the resolution of prior stages is necessary for the
resolution of subsequent stages as development proceeds. Kegan uses the model of an
evolving helix to capture his conception of development as an ongoing process of
continued hierarchical integration. If this model is appUed to the present results, one
possible interpretation is that psychosocial crises are never fully resolved but that
rather, at different times within a lifetime, regularly reappear, become salient, and
present an opportunity for ever-greater degrees of resolution.
Relevance of the Generarivitv Construct to Clinical Issues
The question of meaning is critical to the concept of generativity and it is one
which has been addressed not only by philosophers and existentially oriented
psychologists (for example Frankl, 1946/1984; Maslow, 1968; Yalom, 1989). Every
clinician who has worked with a depressed or suicidal client, or one who has
undergone a loss so great that life became suddenly bereft of meaning, has confronted
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Is can
these same questions. It is in the leading of a generative Ufe that individuals
assuage their fears about mortality and existential meaninglessness, through the citation
and nurturing of something which outiives them.
For tiie clinician, the implications for mental healtii and well-being when people
are stifled in their generative strivings can be quite profound. The capacity to be
generative as well as the opportunity for generative outiets may prove to be essential for
the development and maintenance of self-esteem and general Ufe-satisfaction.
Clinicians must recognize generativity as a fundamental human drive whose fulfillment
is necessary to avoiding tiie leading of a life that wiU end in regret and despair. The
sense of meaningless and futility tiiat often accompany a chent's depressive symptoms
may mask an underiying "generativity crisis", a fear of having lived a life without
having created a legacy, a testament to an individual's existence as a positive force in
the world.
Examples of the relevance of understanding generativity in a clinical context can
be found in two areas which have garnered increasing attention in the past several
years: infertility and incest. Where infertility is concerned, after a diagnosis has been
given confirming tiie inability of one or another member of a couple to conceive, it is
frequentiy the case that one or both partners experience profound symptoms of
depression (Snarey, Son, Keuhne, Hauser, & Vaillant, 1987). As Snarey and
colleagues describe it, "tiie experience of marital infertility is a major biosocial crisis
that...represents serious threat to the development of psychosocial generativity."
Gutmann (1975), who has written extensively about parenthood as the most critical
"piece of business" for the adult member of the species says: "For most adults,
parenthood is still the ultimate source for the sense of meaning...For most adults, the
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question 'Wha, does Ufe mean?' is automatically answered once they have childten,
better yet, it is no longer asked."
Given that the estimated national primary infertUity rate among couples of chUd-
bearing age is 15% (Menning, 1980), it is important for psychologists to gain an
understanding of the ways in which adaptive coping strategies can be facilitated in
infertile couples, helping them to find a means to rechannel their yearning to be
biologically generative.
In the matter of incest, Murdy (1986) refers to what he calls a "developmental
dystopia" which is repeatedly observed among incest survivors. In Murdy's words,
"Developmental progress for the adult incest survivor departs from a purely Eriksonian
perspective. The problem is that generational boundaries have been violated for the
incest survivor and self-nurturing and self-protection may be necessary before genuine,
effective, and appropriate caring can be provided for the next generation. Without
treatment", Murdy continues, "some survivors may not be able to give or provide for
the next generation". As Murdy explains, it may be extremely difficult for incest
survivors to resolve the crisis of generativity versus self-absorption because protecting
and being committed to tiie promotion of tiie next generation may be confusing for an
individual who lacked that very protection as a child. Since incest survivors have
frequentiy been "parentified children", having had to parent their own parent(s) and
siblings at an early age, they typically suffer ft-om a lack of introjected models for
appropriate, caring, parental behavior. Presumably, tiiis is also the case in many otiier
"survivors" of early trauma including physical and other forms of early abuse.
The applicability of tiie generativity construct to clinical issues can clearly be
wide-ranging. Whatever tiie magnitude and extent of generative strivings within an
individual's Ufe, an awareness of the importance of generative fulfillment and of the
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pain of generative failure provide the clinician with additional insights to call upon in
clinical practice.
Strengths and T imi|^|^ons of th^
^
^^c^y -
and Suggestions for Fntym T?rfirnTh
The strengths of the current study stem from the breadth of the data set and the
fact that the data were gathered over an interval of twenty years, allowing for
longitudinal, cross-sectional, and cross-sequential analyses. The generalizability of the
findings however are Umited by the non-representativeness of the individuals sampled,
all of whom were students at a particular Northeastern university. As a result, the
sample is biased in favor of white, educated, middle-class subjects. A further limitation
stems from the absence of data other than self-report paper and pencil measures. For a
construct as complex and multi-dimensioned as generativity, fmer-grained measures
should be considered. Furthermore, the lack of other measures of variables
theoretically tiiought to be related to generativity (such as the value an individual places
on caring and connection) preclude the establishment of construct vaUdity of
generativity as measured by the E-IPD, a task which awaits future investigation.
As interest in the operationalization of Eriksonian constructs continues, there
will be a need for a valid and reliable instrument or methodology that captures the
essence of Erikson's model of development.
The study summarized herein raises a number of issues which merit further
scholarly attention. Chief among them is the question regarding the effectiveness of the
E-IPD as a measure which can discriminate successfully between different levels of
development. The question remains whether the E-BPD is incapable of making such
distinctions because it is too far from a veridical translation of Eriksonian theory, or,
whether the theory itself needs to be rethought, or at least more specifically elaborated.
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Clearly, the creation of an eighty-item self-report measure to capture the breadth and
sweep of Eriksonian developmental theory is an ambitious undertaking. It may in fact
also be an unrealistic one.
The lack of construct validity mentioned above is a serious issue and should be
taken up in future research on the E-IPD generativity scale. Though a few studies have
attempted validation of some of the earlier E-IPD subscales with only moderate
success, to date, the generativity subscale has not been administered concurrentiy with
otiier measures as a test its construct validity. Future empirical research using the E-
IPD, will have to address the issue of construct validation for the E-IPD as a measure
of development, as weU as of the generativity scale in particular. E-IPD scores could
be compared with the scores from otiier multi-item scale measures of psychosocial
development (such as Domino and Affonso, Rosenberg, Ochse and Plug etc.) on
randomly assigned matched samples.
Before construct validation can take place however, many tiieoretical issues
regarding die generativity construct will need further articulation. A few of these issues
are enumerated: Given tiie breadth and tiie complexity of the construct, to what degree
should generativity be tiiought of (and measured) a unitary construct? How can
generativity be usefully distinguished from related constructs such as altruism and
creativity? Should generativity be thought of as a set of behaviors, or, is generativity
more accurately conceived of as a trait (that is, as an aspect of personality that is stable
across time and situation)? Alternatively, perhaps generativity may best be conceived
of as a motivational variable which operates throughout the lifespan, organizing an
individual's meaning system at varying degrees of consciousness. Though McAdams
(1985) and Kotre (1984) have begun to explore the theoretical underpinnings of the
generativity, a thorough theoretical treatment of the generativity construct has yet to be
49
completed. Future study of the E-IPD generativity subscale should also include
calculation of the alpha reliabihty coefficient to investigate the internal consistency of
tiie subscale and its relation to the instrument as a whole.
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APPENDIX
MEASURES USED IN THIS STUDY
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The Bern Sex-Role Inventory
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The Expanded-Inventory of Psychosocial Development
1. Mood is usually applied to states lasting for ainutes or h«„r. k .
people ctD estimate their average or typical aJ^d Ivor I ? ' ^"V'^"
t.a.. Osin, the following scall plel^^lJli; w h*s J^^^rbe:?
°'
describes your typical aood for the past year Bla^-k.n
"
coluam 1 of the answer sheet. " " y**" response in
9) Complete elation. Rapturous joy and ecstasy
?! IVl !^*^!*"J'v ^i?^ spirts. Tremendous 'delight and buoyancy.7) Elated and in high spirits. jr-""-/.
6) relt very good and cheerful.
5) Felt pretty good, "O.K."
4) Felt a little bit low, just so-so.
3) Spirits low and soaewhat "blue."
2) Depressed and felt very low. Definitely "blue."
1) Treaendously depressed. Felt terrible, miserable, "just awful "
0) Utter depression and gloom. Completely down. All was black and leaden.
Following these instructions you will find a list of 80 terms and phrases
which were used by students to describe themselves. Please rate yourself on
each Item to describe yourself as you honestly feel and believe you are, usingthe following ratings: »xu8
7 « definitely most characteristic of you
6 » very characteristic of you
5 » somewhat characteristic of you
4 « neither characteristic nor uncharacteristic ofr you
3 « somewhat uncharacteristic of you
2 « very uncharacteristic of you
1 definitely most uncharacteristic of you
Starting with column 2 on your answer sheet, mark your rating for each item.
Be sure when you do these ratings that you are guided by your best judgment of
the way you really are. There is no need to ponder your ratings excessively;
your first impressions are generally the best. Do the phrases in order. Be
sure to answer every item.
2. placid and untroubled
3. an automatic response to all situations
4. adventuresome
5. can't fulfill my ambitions
6. confidence is brimming over
7. little regard for the rest of the world.
8. incapable of absorbing frustration and everything frustrates me.
9. value independence above security -
10. sexually blunted
11. conscientious and hard-working
12. a poseur, all facade and pretense
13.: candid, not afraid to expose myself
14. accessible to new ideas
15. meticulous and over-organized
16. dyaamic
17. don't apply myself fully
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7 - definitely aost characteristic of you
6 very characteristic of you
5 - soaewbat characteristic of you
4 - neither characteristic nor uncharacteristic of vou3 - somewhat uncharacteristic of you ^
2 very uncharacteristic of you
1 - definitely nost uncharacteristic of you
18. natural and genuine
19. preoccupied with myself
20. can't share anything
21. free and spontaneous
22. afraid of impotence
23. interested in learning and like to study
24. spread myself thin
25. warm and friendly
26. imperturbable optimist
27. cautious, hesitant, doubting
28. ambitious
29. fritter away my time
30. poised
31. very lonely
32. pessimistic, little hope
33. stand on my own two feet
34. think too much about the wrong things
35. serious, have high standards
36. attempt to appear at ease
37. have sympathetic concern for others
38. able to take things as they come
39. feel as if I were being followed
40. inventive, delight in finding new solutions to new probl
41. ineffective, don't amount to much
42. know whom I am and what I want out of life
43. cold and remote
44. dim nostalgia for lost paradise
45. quietly go my own way
46. big smoke but no fire
47. accomplish much, truly productive
48. never know how I feel
49. tactful in personal relations
50. deep, unshakable faith in myself
51. always in the wrong, apologetic
52. sexually aware
53. a playboy/playgirl, always "hacking around"
54. pride in my own character and values
55. secretly oblivious to the opinions of others
56. never get what I really want
57. - good judge of .when to comply and when to assert myself
58. inhibited and self-restricted
59. excel in my work
60. afraid of commitment
61. comfortable in intimate relationships
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